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Overview

What we heard from the community about our roa
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/ we measure road health
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City Survey Results
I

City of Kirkland

Citizen Opinions of City and
City Government Services
January 2010

ELWARY RESERRLH, INC,



How did Kirkland residents value City’s
road maintenance?

Of the 20 City services that were rated:

e Road maintenance in top third in importance,
but only bottom third in performance ....

e ...one of the worst “gap scores”; difference between
importance and performance.

* It’s important to our Citizens, and we need to improve



“Gap Score” Between Performance and Importance
(score = performance rating — importance rating )
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Street Preservation 101

(causes and Solutions)
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$1,600/city block

$17,000/city block
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Kirkland’s Pavement Condition
(2001 to 2008)
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Pavement Condition in New
Neighborhoods
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How do we compare to others?

Figure 45.1
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Road System “Health”

The ideal PCl is a score of 85...

“Deferred Maintenance” is the one time cost required to
bring the roadway network to a PCl of 85

Our current deferred maintenance is around $35'M

Investing S10 M annually for 10 years would achieve a
PCI of 85 and no deferred maintenance.



ldeal Pavement Investment and
Deferred Maintenance

(Results of a $10 million per year scenario)
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Current Pavement Investment and
Deferred Maintenance

(Results of $2.5 million per year scenario)
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Transportation Capital funding

Transportation funding 2011 through 2016:
Sales Tax 270,000
Gas Tax 544,000
Surface Water Fees 950,000
Solid Waste Fees 300,000
Grants 800,000
Impact fees 400,000
Real Estate Excise Tax 2,748,000

Total annual funding 6,012,000 —




Possible funding options:

Property Tax Measure

4

or oS
/

Transportation Benefit District

-—




Property Tax levy

Must be approved by Kirkland citizens
Provides a funding option for cities to increase
revenue for local needs

ner $1,000 assessed value could generate S1M




What is a Transportation Benefit District?

e Approved by 2007 legislature

* Provides a funding option for cities to increase road
maintenance investments

 Must state the purpose for which the revenue would
be used

A Public Hearing required to form

 Must provide annual status report to the public

* |ncludes “sunset” provision



TBD Project Criteria

mprove safety

mprove travel time

mprove air quality

Maintenance

Improve modal connectivity (walk to transit, bikes,etc.)
Need to show cost effectiveness of investment




TBD Revenue Options

* Council Authorized
- Annual vehicle fee up to $20
-~ Commercial & industrial impact fees
* Voter Approved
- Property tax - a 1-year excess levy or an excess
levy for capital purposes
- Up to 0.2% sales and use tax (10-year limit)
- Up to $100 annual vehicle fee
- Vehicle tolls



Other Cities TBD’s
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ow might a TBD effect road health

TBD's Effect on Kirkland's Pavement Condition

—8-5100 TBD (moving to 85)

/A $40 TBD (current goal of 70)

—8-520 TBD (maintain PCl) Deferred Maintenance= $9.3 M

=—o—NO TBD (existing funding)

Deferred Maintenance = $73.9 M
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Additional Proposed Uses
Neighborhood Traffic Control/Pedestrian Safety measures

traffic circles & bulb outs

illumination upgrades




Questions we’re hearing. . .

e What's the City already done to improve road
maintenance?
— Efficiencies (tools, techniques, coordination)
— Use fees (charging utilities, solid waste contract)

 Why not just reallocate funds from something else?
— Dedicated funding sources

— Other community values & priorities
e Why now?

— Budget/Capital Improvement Program timing
— Annexation completed



What should Kirkland Do?

Kirkland City Council wants to know

— What does the community think about road maintenance?
— Should they explore a ballot measure?
— Form a Transportation Benefit District?

— How much, if any, are citizens willing to pay to provide:

» Improved road maintenance
» Restoration of neighborhood traffic control
» Enhancement of pedestrian safety and lighting



Where do we go from here?

A “NO” vote

Modify Capital
Improvement
Program

Community City Council
Conversation Decision

Sept — Nov ‘11

< $20 then
City Council vote

> $20 then
Citizen vote

Begin collecting
feesin 2012

Ballot measure in
2012
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http://www.kirklandwa.gov/
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